










The	 dangerous	 rise	 of	 Land	 Grabbing	 through	













and	 land	 grabbing.	 It	 offers	 a	 nuanced	 understanding	 of	 the	 critical	
intersections	of	climate	change	mitigation	policies	with	land	grabbing,	before	
and	after	the	Paris	Agreement.	There	are	various	considerations	associated	
with	 climate	 change	 that	 drive	 land	 grabbing	 tendencies.	 This	 increase	 of	
land	 grabbing	 has	 been	 observed	 to	 exacerbate	 climate	 change	 and	 the	
recurrence	 of	 strategies	 that	 produce	 harmful	 effects	 on	 socio-ecological	
systems.	 The	 term	 ‘climate	 grabbing’	 is	 coined	 to	 describe	 the	 phenomena	
related	 to	 the	 appropriation	 of	 land	 and	 resources	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	
climate	 change	 mitigation.	 In	 particular,	 this	 paper	 will	 focus	 on	 two	
instruments	that	have	been	created	to	manage	the	complications	of	climate	
change	 and	 have	 been	 reinforced	 by	 the	 Paris	 Agreement	 in	 2015:	 biofuel	
production	 and	 the	 Reduced	 Emissions	 from	 Deforestation	 and	 Forest	
Degradation	 Plus	 initiatives	 (REDD+).	 The	 article	 will	 analyse	 how	 those	
measures	increase	the	phenomenon	of	land	grabbing.	




Este	 artigo	 procura	 investigar	 as	 interconexões	 entre	mudança	 climática	 e	
apropriação	 de	 terras.	 Ele	 oferece	 uma	 compreensão	 detalhada	 das	
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considerações	 associadas	 às	 mudanças	 climáticas	 que	 impulsionam	 as	
tendências	 de	 apropriação	 de	 terras.	 Observou-se	 que	 esse	 aumento	 da	
apropriação	 de	 terras	 exacerba	 as	mudanças	 climáticas	 e	 a	 recorrência	 de	
estratégias	 que	 produzem	 efeitos	 nocivos	 nos	 sistemas	 socioecológicos.	 O	
termo	 “apropriação	 climática”	 é	 cunhado	 para	 descrever	 os	 fenômenos	
relacionados	à	apropriação	de	 terras	e	 recursos	para	 fins	de	mitigação	das	
mudanças	climáticas.	Em	particular,	este	documento	se	concentrará	em	dois	
instrumentos	 que	 foram	 criados	 para	 gerenciar	 as	 complicações	 das	
mudanças	 climáticas	 e	 foram	 reforçados	 pelo	 Acordo	 de	 Paris	 em	 2015:	 a	
produção	 de	 biocombustíveis	 e	 as	 iniciativas	 Reduções	 de	 Emissões	 por	
Desmatamento	 e	 Degradação	 Florestal	 Plus	 (REDD+).	 O	 artigo	 analisará	
como	essas	medidas	aumentam	o	fenômeno	da	apropriação	de	terras.	





Some	 of	 the	 repercussions	 of	 food,	 fuel,	 and	 climate	 crises,	 is	 the	 increased	 demand	 of	
flexible	 crops,	 especially	 processed	 for	 biofuels.	 Another	 result	 of	 these	 crises	 is	 the	
proliferating	 acquisition	 of	 farmland	 in	 developing	 countries	 by	 both	 private	 and	 public	
entities.	 There	 has	 been	 an	 increase	 in	 pressure	 on	 natural	 resources,	 water	 scarcity,	 and	
export	 restrictions	 imposed	 by	 major	 producers.	 Water	 scarcity,	 imposition	 of	 export	
restrictions	by	major	producers,	 increased	pressures	on	natural	resources,	and	an	increased	
attention	 to	 alternative	 solutions	 to	 fossil	 fuels	 are	 all	 characterized	 by	 the	 lack	 of	 huge	
quantities	of	available	land	and	water.	As	such,	many	countries	have	been	pushed	to	find,	or	




not	 contribute	 to	 sustainable	 development	 and	 are	 generally	 connected	 with	 violations	 of	





1.	 The	 idea	 that	 land	 grabbing	 is	 essentially	 “control	 grabbing”,	 inherently	 relational	 and	political	 aspects,	 because	 it	 involves	




2.	 The	 idea	 that	 considers	 land	 grabbing	 in	 relation	 with	 the	 dimension	 of	 the	 phenomenon,	 where	 the	 dominant	 view	 that	
defines	 “large-scale”	 land	 acquisitions	 as	 those	 that	 pass	 1000-ha	 benchmark,	 or	 also	with	 the	 scale	 of	 capital	 involved	 .	 The	
acquisition	of	 lands	may	 take	place	 through	various	 instruments,	 such	as	contracts	of	purchase,	 lease,	 contract	 farming,	 forest	
conservation.	
3.	The	idea	that	the	first	two	features	are	the	same	characteristics	of	land	grabs	that	happened	worldwide	historically,	because	










A	 type	 of	 “indirect”	 land	 grabbing	 can	 be	 climate	 grabbing.	 In	 other	 words,	 it	 is	 the	
appropriation	 of	 land	 and	 resources	 for	 the	means	 of	 climate	 change	mitigation	 strategies.	
Indeed,	climate	change	mitigation	instruments	have	been	used	to	justify	the	expansion	of	flex	
crops.	For	example,	 “by	 sugar	producers	 claiming	 to	 lower	emissions	by	creating	electricity	
from	 bagasse”5	 (Hunsberger,	 2017)	 and	 by	 palm	 oil	 producer	 associations	 supporting	
biodiesel	 and	 biomass	 (Hunsberger	 and	 Alonso-Fradejas	 2016).	 The	 climate	 change	
mitigation	 policies	 “have	 been	 employed	 to	 “green”	 the	 agribusinesses	 image	 and	 “climate	
change	 institutions	 have	 offered	 flex	 crop	 producers	 opportunities	 for	 additional	
capitalisation”	(Wittman	et	al,	2015)	(Hunsberger,	2017).	
The	 issue	 of	 climate	 change	 and	 its	mitigation	 policies	 are	 compounded	 by	 the	 fact	 that	
they	have	the	possibility	to	increase	land	grabbing.	The	Paris	Agreement	that	was	conferred	in	
December	2015	validates	 the	potential	 to	 inject	more	 investment	 into	agriculture	and	rural	
areas	 in	poor	developing	countries	(Friis	and	Reenberg).	 Indeed,	both	phenomena	–	climate	
change	and	land	grabbing	-	have	impacted	each	other	in	significant	ways	(Odoemene,	2015).		
Climate	 change	 is	 an	 established	 driving	 force	 to	 increasing	 severe	 weather	 events,	 the	
degradation	 of	 food	 security,	 and	 the	 increasing	 demand	 for	 land	 grabbing.	 Contemporary	
land	 acquisition	 development,	 with	 its	 unprecedented	 velocity,	 was	 activated	 by	 the	
“demands	 to	 reduce	 carbon	 dioxide	 and	 other	 greenhouse	 gases,	 increased	 by	 human	
 
convergence	of	multiple	crises:	food,	energy,	climate	change	and	financial	crises.	This	stimulated	the	development	of	the	growth	
of	 “flexible	 crops”	 (Crops	 that	 have	multiple	 uses	 (food,	 fuel,	 feed,	 industrial	 material),	 such	 as	 soy	 and	 sugarcane.)	 and	 the	
creation	of	alliances:	for	example,	major	multinational	players	such	as	Cargill	and	Monsanto	are	involved	in	a	“feed-fuel	alliance”	
based	 on	 genetically	modified	 soy,	 rapeseed	 and	maize	 and	 Cargill,	 ADM-Kuck-Wilmar	 and	 Synergy	Drive	 are	 involved	 in	 the	
“palm-oil	alliance”	in	Indonesia.	
3	 Land	 grabbing	 is	 not	 a	 new	 thing,	 but	 a	 phenomenon	 that	 has	 always	 been	 present	 in	 human	 history.	 For	 example,	 in	 pre-
colonial	land	seizures	were	linked	with	territorial	wars,	European	enclosures	in	the	North	and	dispossession	of	native	people	in	
North	America	and	Australasia.	 In	many	regions	of	 the	global	South,	 land	was	 first	 grabbed	by	pre-colonial	 leaders	 in	 chronic	
territorial	wars,	then	by	colonial	governments	and,	a	second	time,	by	foreign	or	domestic	corporations.		In	the	late-colonial	and	
post-colonial	 decades,	 both	 governments	 and	 civil	 society	 groups	 in	many	 countries	 tried	 to	 correct	 some	 of	 these	 historical	
distortions	by	land	reforms	or	by	other	means	to	stimulate	the	land	redistribution	to	smallholders.	Some	of	these	initiatives	were	
modest	reformist	tentatively	intended	to	stem	the	radicalization	of	the	rural	poor	as	a	political	force,	as	in	Kenya's	Swynnerton	
Plan	 of	 1954,	 while	 others	 were	 adopted	 by	 newly	 independent	 post-colonial	 states	 engaged	 in	 projects	 of	 indigenization,	
creating	a	stable	and	productive	mass	of	relatively	homogeneous	 ‘family	 farms’	or	socialist	collectivisation	(Ghose,	1983).	This	
phase	 was	 also	 characterised	 by	 low	 prices	 of	 agricultural	 products,	 surplus	 production	 in	 Organization	 for	 Economic	











activities,	 lead	 the	 international	 society	 to	 seek	 alternative	 energy	 sources,	 biofuels	 and	
agrofuels	thus	esteemed	as	alternative	energy	sources	that	produce	less	CO2	and	greenhouse	
gases”	 (Seo	 and	 Rodriguez,	 2012).	 Despite	 this,	 several	 studies	 accumulated	 over	 the	 last	




Thus,	 the	paper	contributes	 in	 this	context	and	seeks	to	 interrogate	 the	 interconnections	
between	climate	change	and	 land	grabbing.	 It	offers	a	nuanced	understanding	of	 the	critical	
intersections	 of	 climate	 change	mitigation	 policies	with	 land	 grabbing,	 before	 and	 after	 the	
Paris	Agreement.	For	 this	purpose,	 this	paper	 is	divided	 into	 two	sections.	The	 first	 section	
will	 examine	 the	 various	 considerations	 associated	 with	 climate	 change	 that	 drive	 land	
grabbing	tendencies.	The	increase	of	land	grabbing	has	been	observed	to	exacerbate	climate	
change	 and	 the	 recurrence	 of	 strategies	 that	 produce	 harmful	 effects	 on	 socio-ecological	
systems.	 As	 such,	 the	 interconnections	 between	 the	 two	 phenomena	will	 be	 analysed.	 The	
term	‘climate	grabbing’	 is	coined	to	describe	the	phenomena	related	to	the	appropriation	of	
land	and	resources	for	the	purposes	of	climate	change	mitigation.	In	particular,	this	paper	will	
focus	 on	 two	 instruments	 that	 have	 been	 created	 to	 manage	 the	 complications	 of	 climate	
change:	 biofuel	 production	 and	 the	 Reduced	 Emissions	 from	 Deforestation	 and	 Forest	
Degradation	Plus	 (REDD+)	 initiatives.	Following	 this,	 the	section	will	 analyse	how	 the	Paris	








the	Earth’s	 climate	 systems.	 This	 is	 a	 result	 of	 human	 activities	 that	 have	 forced	persistent	
anthropogenic	 changes	 in	 the	 composition	 of	 the	 atmosphere	 or	 land.	 Currently,	 human	
society	 practices	 are	 negatively	 influencing	 these	 variables	 and	 thus,	 exacerbating	 this	
atmospheric	 phenomenon.	 Practices	 such	 as	 fuel	 burning	 and	deforestation	 for	 agricultural	




In	 the	 1980s,	 a	 global	 political	 concern	 about	 climate	 change	 emerged	 as	 a	 result	 of	
increasing	scientific	evidence	about	global	warming	and	its	potential	consequences	on	social-
ecological	systems	in	the	short	and	long	term.	Climate	change	policy	actions	were	originally	




climate	 change	 impacts.	 However,	 some	 of	 these	 measures	 “are	 likely	 to	 render	 rural	
communities	more	vulnerable	and	dependent	on	external	inputs	and	techniques,	and	result	in	
the	 loss	 of	 precious	 local	 knowledge	 about	 food,	 medicinal	 plants,	 soil,	 water	 and	 coastal	
management,	agricultural	production,	forest	and	biodiversity	protection,	etc.”	(Guttal,	2010).	
In	this	section,	 the	 interconnection	between	the	two	phenomena	will	be	analysed:	 firstly,	





The	 land	 grabbing	phenomena	has	demonstrated	 a	 strong	 link	with	monoculture,	which	
has	been	widely	accepted	as	the	most	efficient	type	of	large-scale	agriculture.	Despite	this,	a	
number	of	negative	climatic	and	environmental	impacts	have	been	recorded.	The	influence	of	
land	 grabbing	 on	 climate	 change	 has	 significantly	 increased	 with	 activates	 such	 as	 the	




reducing	 carbon	 dioxide	 and	 greenhouse	 gases	 through	 the	 process	 of	
photosynthesis”	and	“that	large	amount	of	trees	cleared	for	palm	oil	crop	field	
can	actually	hold	up	 to	150	years	of	 carbon	savings,	 and	biofuels,	which	are	
initially	 proposed	 to	 decrease	 carbon	 dioxide	 and	 greenhouse	 gases,	 also	
negatively	 affect	 climate	 change	 by	 increasing	 CO2	 and	 greenhouse	 gases	
(Burley,	2010)	(Kihwan,	2012).	
	
Moreover,	 researchers	 have	 calculated	 that	 80-100	 percent	 of	 fauna	 species	 in	 tropical	










substances	 that	 are	 harmful	 to	 the	 environment	 may	 be	 generated	 by	 methods	 used	 to	
produce	 the	 feedstock	 and	 to	 process	 the	 biofuel.	 Some	 crops	 are	 able	 to	 generate	 greater	
GHG	than	fossil	fuels,	such	as	nitrous	oxide.	This	GHG	has	a	global	warming	potential	around	
300	times	greater	than	that	of	carbon	dioxide,	which	is	released	from	nitrogen	fertilizers	(Fao,	
2008).	The	 consequences	of	deforestation	have	 spread	 to	 every	 region	affected	by	 the	 land	




Thus,	 the	 increase	of	 land	grabbing	has	negative	 impacts	on	climate	change.	At	 the	same	
time,	 the	 current	 expansion	 of	 climate	 change	 mitigation	 strategies,	 as	 we	 will	 see	 in	 the	
following	part,	 has	not	been	 intended	 to	 resolve	 environmental	 degradation.	 Instead,	 it	 has	






studies	 that	 demonstrate	 that	 climate	 change	mitigation	 policies	 have	 often	 increased	 land	
grabbing.	“Biofuels”	(b1),	are	a	form	of	mitigation	policy	that	supports	the	cultivation	of	crops	
like	 corn,	 oil	 palm,	 sugarcane	 or	 soybeans,	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 produce	 biofuels.	 Similarly,	












crops	 grow,	 they	 fix	 carbon	 from	 the	 atmosphere.	 When	 biofuel	 is	 burned	 “this	 carbon	 is	
simply	 released	 back,	 so	 that	 over	 the	 lifecycle	 of	 the	 fuel,	 the	 net	 impact	 on	 atmospheric	
carbon	 is	 neutral”	 (Oxfam,	 2008).	 For	 this	 reason,	 the	 growing	 demand	 for	 agrofuels	 as	 a	
climate	 change	 strategy	 has	 increased	 rapidly	 over	 the	 past	 years.	 Oil-dependent	 countries	
have	 established	 targets	 for	 agrofuel	 production	 and	 for	 the	 incorporation	 of	 biodiesel	 and	
bioethanol	 with	 traditional	 transport	 fuels.	 The	 proponents	 of	 biofuels	 have	 argued	 that	
ethanol	and	biodiesel	will	allow	us	“to	continue	our	love	affair	with	the	internal	combustion	
engine,	while	simultaneously	reducing	our	greenhouse	emissions”	(Oxfam,	2008).	Some	of	the	
reasons	 for	 its	 promotion	 is	 to	 avoid	 the	 fuel	 crisis	 and	 the	 fears	 of	 rising	 and	 volatile	 fuel	
prices.	Oil	peaks,	the	loss	of	national	sovereignty	through	‘foreignization’	of	energy	resources,	





[canola],	 oil	 palm,	 soy,	 jatropha).	 They	 can	 be	 blended	 in	 relatively	 small	 quantities	 with	 existing	 petroleum	 fuels	 for	 use	 in	
unmodified	internal	combustion	engines,	making	them	most	relevant	to	transport.	Ethanol	can	be	blended	with	petrol	(gasoline)	







associated	with	 all	 stages	 of	 their	 lifecycle,	 particularly	 if	 the	 crops	 are	 grown	 intensively,	
using	nitrogen-based	fertilisers	and	machinery,	or	if	the	refining	process	requires	large	inputs	
of	 (fossil)	 energy”	 (Oxfam,	 2008).Other	 proponents	 of	 biofuels	 have	 argued	 that	 for	 the	
biofuels	to	be	of	benefit	they	do	not	have	to	have	zero	GHG	emissions;	they	only	need	to	emit	
less	than	the	fossil	fuel	alternative.	Nevertheless,	new	studies	published	by	the	Nobel	Laureate	
Paul	 Crutzen	 has	 seriously	 questioned	 the	 idea	 that	 biofuels	 provide	 net	 GHG	 savings	
(Crutzen,	 2008;	 Oxfam,	 2008).	 In	 fact,	 the	 conversion	 of	 arable	 land	 and	 forests	 to	
monocultures	for	agrofuels’	production	has	serious	negative	impacts	on	food	security.	There	
are	significant	risks	to	converting	native	ecosystems	into	farms	for	biofuel,	and	this	increases	
global	 warming	 rather	 than	 mitigating	 it.	 Indeed,	 “the	 carbon	 released	 by	 converting	
rainforests,	 peatlands,	 savannas	 or	 grasslands	 outweighs	 the	 “carbon	 savings”	 from	
agrofuels”7	(Guttal,	2010).	
Other	consequences	of	biofuels	are	its	negative	social	impacts.	The	production	of	biofuels	




their	 “clean”	 energy	 targets.	 This	 is	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 millions	 of	 smallholder	 farmers,	










The	 current	 massive	 wave	 of	 investment	 in	 energy	 production	 based	 on	
cultivating	 and	 industrial	 processing	 of	 (…)	 corn,	 soy,	 palm	 oil,	 sugar	 cane,	
canola,	etc.,	will	neither	solve	the	climate	crisis	nor	the	energy	crisis.	It	creates	
a	new	and	very	serious	threat	to	food	production	by	small	farmers	and	to	the	
attainment	 of	 food	 sovereignty	 for	 the	 world	 population.	 It	 is	 claimed	 that	
agrofuels	will	help	 fight	climate	change.	 In	reality,	 the	opposite	 is	 true	(…)	 If	
we	 take	 into	 account	 the	 whole	 cycle	 of	 production,	 transformation,	
distribution	 of	 agrofuels,	 they	 do	 not	 produce	 less	 greenhouse	 gases	 than	
fossil	fuels,	except	in	some	cases.	Meanwhile,	the	social	and	ecological	impacts	
 
7	 For	 example	 “conversions	 for	 corn	 or	 sugarcane	 (ethanol),	 or	 palms	 or	 soybeans	 (biodiesel)	 release	 17	 to	 420	 times	more	






of	 agrofuel	 development	will	 be	 devastating	 (…)	 They	 drive	 family	 farmers,	




To	 sum	 up,	 the	 current	 biofuel	 policies	 do	 not	 offer	 effective	 means	 to	 combat	 climate	
change	 and	 allow	 governments	 to	 avoid	 urgent	 decisions	 and	 solutions	 on	 reducing	
consumption.	Biofuel	productions	provide	only	new	avenues	to	continue	to	indirectly	support	









developing	 countries	 are	 rewarded	 financially	 for	 any	 emissions	 reductions	 achieved	
associated	with	a	decrease	in	the	conversion	of	forests	to	alternate	land	uses”	(Parker,	2009).	
In	 2010,	 at	 the	 16th	 Conference	 of	 the	 Parties	 (COP-16)	 (Peskett,	 2008)	 as	 set	 out	 in	 the	
Cancun	Agreements,	REDD	became	REDD-plus	(REDD+),	 to	reflect	new	components.	REDD+	







Thus,	 the	REDD+	supposedly	aims	 to	 reduce	GHG	emissions	by	promoting	 the	conservation	
and	enhancement	of	 forest	carbon	through	“a	particular	version	of	sustainable	management	
of	existing	forests	and	redistributing	money	from	countries	in	the	Global	North	to	countries	in	
the	 Global	 South	 that	 have	 significant	 forest	 cover	 and	 hence	 stored	 carbon”	 (Hunsberger,	
2017).	
However,	 the	 REDD+	 program	 presents	 potential	 conflicts	 on	 many	 levels	 and	 has	 the	
potential	to	have	a	negative	impact,	as	it	reinforces	the	existing	inequitable	social	exclusions	
and	 land	 and	 climate	 grabbing	 (Mustalahti	 and	 Rakotonario,	 2014;	 Chomba	 et	 al.	 2016;	
Poudyal	 et	 al.	 2016;	 Hunsberger,	 2017).	 Indeed,	 the	 benefits	 of	 those	 activities	 favour	 the	
international	organisations	over	ordinary	people.	Evidence	for	this	is	that	the	World	Bank	is	
actively	supporting	REDD+,	as	do	several	international	environmental	conservation	agencies	
and	 private	 carbon	 trading	 companies	 (Guttal,	 2010).	 In	 addition,	 many	 studies	 already	





Furthermore,	 the	costs	of	REDD+	implementation	at	 the	community	 level	do	not	seem	to	
protect	villages	and	community	assets	(Work,	2015).	First,	REDD+	reduces	forests	“to	a	single	
commodity	 that	 can	 be	 bought	 and	 sold	 without	 regard	 to	 their	 myriad	 other	 values”	
(Corbera,	 2012)	 (Hunsberger,	 2015).	 Then,	 REDD+	 initiatives	 ``provide	 incentives	 to	
governments	and	large	landholders	to	apply	a	'you-pay-or-I-cut'	approach	to	every	hectare	of	
forest	 land	 that	 they	 succeed	 in	 wrestling	 from	 indigenous	 peoples	 and	 landless	 farmers”	
(Guttal,	 2010).	 Using	 this	 approach,	 REDD+	 strategies	 disregard	 the	 views	 of	 rural	








create	 greater	 incentives	 and	 opportunities	 for	 the	 expansion	 of	 climate	 grabbing	 and	 of	
existing	inequities.	Climate	grabbing	could	be	reduced	and	controlled	if	countries	invested	in	
new	alternative	energy	sources,	for	instance	in	“hydrogen	fuel,	wind	power,	solar	power,	and	
tidal	 power”	 (Seo	 and	 Rodriguez,	 2012).	 The	 investment	 in	 those	 innovative	 alternatives	
could	 increase	 food	 and	 energy	 security	 and	 will	 likely	 reduce	 land	 grabbing.	 (Seo	 and	
Rodriguez,	2012).	
However,	 this	 path	 has	 not	 been	 undertaken	 yet	 and	 not	 much	 has	 been	 learnt	 from	
preceding	 negative	 experiences,	 as	 the	 Paris	 Agreement	 proved.	 The	 21st	 Conference	 of	
Parties	 (COP21)	 met	 in	 Paris,	 France	 from	 November	 30th	 –	 December	 11th,	 2015	 was	
organised	 by	 the	 UNFCC	 to	 achieve	 a	 legally	 binding	 and	 universal	 agreement	 on	 how	 to	
mitigate	 the	 effects	 of	 climate	 change	 (www.cop21paris.org).	 Out	 of	 COP21	 came	 the	 Paris	





non-compliance	with	 its	 ambitious	 goals?	 The	 answer	 is,	 no,	 not	 really.	 As	George	Monbiot	
comments,	“By	comparison	to	what	it	could	have	been,	it’s	a	miracle.	By	comparison	to	what	it	
should	 have	 been,	 it’s	 a	 disaster.”	 (Monbiot,	 2015).	 The	 Agreement	 is	 very	 general	 about	
emissions	reductions.	It	is	more	of	an	outline	that	is	the	basis	for	future	meetings,	and	it	has	
not	 specified	 ways	 in	 which	 countries	 should	 reduce	 emissions,	 particularly	 in	 using	
alternative-fuelled	vehicles.	
Part	of	the	public	opinion	and	environmental	activists	have	also	affirmed	their	frustration.	
















The	 Paris	 Agreement	 emphasises	 building	 adaptation	 and	 resilience	 as	 key	 factors	 to	
anticipate	 climate	 change	 (Anderson,	 2017).	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 it	 recalls	 for	 mitigations	
instruments	 that,	 as	 explained	 above,	 are	 inefficient.	 No	 references	 to	 land	 grabbing	 were	
included	in	the	Paris	Agreement	and	the	text	gives	no	guidance	on	land	use,	despite	climate	
policies	have	been	increasingly	influencing	territorial	and	natural	resources	(Claeys,	2017).	
In	 particular,	 even	 if	 biofuels	 failed	 to	 provide	 a	 genuine	 renewable	 energy	 option,	 the	
Paris	Agreement	did	not	address	the	problems	related	to	the	harmful	impacts	of	biofuels	and	
reiterates	 that	 burning	 biofuel	 produces	 no	 emissions.	 This	 statement	 has	 the	 potential	 to	








carbon	 emissions.	 Thus,	 under	 the	 new	 agreement	 the	 negative	 impacts	 of	 climate	 change	
mitigations	 policies	 used	 by	 developing	 countries	 could	 risk	making	matters	worse.	 To	 put	
this	 in	perspective,	 the	recent	report	made	by	IPCC	5th	Assessment	Report	(AR5)	estimates	
“that	between	500	million	and	3	billion	hectares	of	land	would	be	needed	to	grow	the	biomass	
required	 to	 keep	 global	 warming	 below	 2˚.26”.	 In	 fact,	 “global	 cultivated	 cropland	 today	
covers	only	1.5	billion	hectares”	(Anderson,	2017).	
Moreover,	the	strategies	included	in	the	agreement	are	risky	for	the	land	because	they	lead	
to	 the	 expansion	 of	 biofuels,	 as	 well	 as	 of	 Bioenergy	 with	 Carbon	 Capture	 and	 Storage	




unproven	 Carbon	 Capture	 and	 Storage	 (CCS)	 technologies.	 However,	 the	 IPCC	 acknowledged	 that	 there	 are	 serious	 questions	






is	 the	 large-scale	 growing	 of	 biomass	 crops,	which	 are	 then	 burned	 and	 the	
resulting	 CO2	 stored	 underground.	 It	 is	 one	 of	 several	 “negative	 emission”	












out.	 This	 approach	 has	 already	 begun	 with	 forests	 through	 the	 REDD+10,	 but	 now	 it	 has	
started	 to	 target	 farming	 land	 and	has	 been	noted	 in	 becoming	 “the	new	 carbon	Eldorado”	
(Cidse,	 2016)11.	 As	 such,	 “rather	 than	 attempting	 to	 reduce	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	
drastically,	agriculture	is	becoming	a	unit	of	accounting	permitting	emissions	to	continue	or	






9	 	“Biochar	is	made	from	turning	biomass	into	charcoal,	which	its	proponents	claim	is	a	more	stable	form	of	carbon	that	 is	 less	
likely	to	biodegrade	or	release	CO2.	Trees	and	other	plant	material	such	as	crop	residues	can	be	used	to	draw	carbon	out	of	the	


















“2.	 Parties	 are	 encouraged	 to	 take	 action	 to	 implement	 and	 support,	 including	 through	 results-based	 payments,	 the	 existing	
framework	as	set	out	in	related	guidance	and	decisions	already	agreed	under	the	Convention	for:	policy	approaches	and	positive	
incentives	for	activities	relating	to	reducing	emissions	from	deforestation	and	forest	degradation,	and	the	role	of	conservation,	
sustainable	 management	 of	 forests	 and	 enhancement	 of	 forest	 carbon	 stocks	 in	 developing	 countries;	 and	 alternative	 policy	


















even	 more	 evidence	 that	 climate	 change	 is	 caused	 not	 just	 by	 burning	 coal	 and	 oil	 for	
transport	 and	 energy,	 but	 by	 the	 industrial	 food	 system	 itself	 and	 the	 corporate	 quest	 for	
profits	that	drives	its	expansion”.	(Grain,	2016)	
In	addition,	although	they	have	been	introduced	as	“climate	solutions”,	biofuels	and	REDD+	
are	 not	measuring	 up	 to	 their	 promise	 of	 reducing	GHG	 emissions.	 The	 climate	mitigations	
strategies	have	been	transformed	into	opportunities	for	corporate	profits	and	land,	water,	and	
other	natural	resources	are	being	monetized,	reassessed,	and	exploited	(Anderson,	2015).	The	




climate	 change,	 the	 Paris	 Agreement	 puts	 small	 scale	 farmers’	 rights	 at	 risk	 even	 more	







ANDERSON	T.;	 STONE	K.	2015.	Caught	 in	 the	Net:	How	“net-zero	emissions”	will	delay	 real	
climate	 action	 and	 drive	 land	 grabs.	 ActionAid.org,	 June	 2015,	 available	
in:	https://actionaid.org/sites/default/files/caught_in_the_net_actionaid.pdf	
ANDERSON,	T.	2017.	The	Climate,	Land,	Ambition	and	Rights	Alliance:	Climate	Action	in	the	










BURLEY,	H.,	BEBB,	A.	2010.	Africa:	up	 for	grabs	–	 the	scale	and	 impact	of	 land	grabbing	 for	
agrofuels.	 Friends	 of	 the	 Earth	 Europe.	 Brussels,	 available	 in:	
http://www.foeeurope.org/agrofuels/FoEE_Africa_up_for_grabs_2010.pdf.		
CHOMBA,	 S.;	 KARIUKI,	 J.;	 FRIIS	 LUND,	 J.;	 SINCLAIR,	 F.	 2016.	 Roots	 of	 Inequity:	 How	 the	
Implementation	of	REDD+	Reinforces	Past	Injustices.	Land	Use	Policy,	50:202–213.	
CIDSE,	 2016.	 Our	 Land	 Is	 Worth	 More	 Than	 Carbon,	 15	 of	 November,	 available	 in:		
http://www.cidse.org/newsroom/our-land-is-worth-more-than-carbon.html	
CLAEYS,	 P.;	 DELGADO	 PUGLEY,	 D.	 2017.	 Peasant	 and	 indigenous	 transnational	 social	
movements	 engaging	with	 climate	 justice.	 Canadian	 Journal	 of	Development	 Studies	 /	 Revue	
canadienne	 d'études	 du	 développement,	 38(3):325-340.	
DOI:10.1080/02255189.2016.1235018	
COP21.	Official	Site,	availbale	at:	paris.org	







DA	DOS	MIGRANTES,	 2007.	 Agroenergy:	Myths	 and	 Impacts	 in	 Latin	 America.	Land	 Action,	
October	2007,	available	in:		http://www.landaction.org/article.php3?id_article=210	
DE	 SCHUTTER,	 O.	 2011.	 How	 not	 to	 think	 of	 land-grabbing:	 three	 critiques	 of	 large-scale	
investments	in	farmland.	The	Journal	of	Peasant	Studies,	38(2):249–279.	
FAO,	 2008.	 BIOFUELS:	 prospects,	 risks	 and	 opportunities.	 Rome,	 Food	 and	 Agriculture	
Organization.	
FAO,	 2009.	 Foreign	 Direct	 Investment:	Win-Win	 or	 Land	 Grab?	 Rome,	 Food	 and	 Agriculture	
Organization.	
FAO,	 2008.	 Hunger	 on	 the	 Rise	 Due	 to	 Soaring	 Food	 Prices.	 Rome,	 Food	 and	 Agriculture	
Organization.	
FRANCO,	J.;	HERRE,	R.;	KHAM,	S.	S.;	PARK,	C.;	PRED,	D.;	SOKHENG,	H.;	SPOOR,	M.;	THEIN,	S.;	




FRIIS,	 C.;	 REENBERG,	 A.	 2010.	 Land	 Grab	 in	 Africa.	 Emerging	 land	 system	 drivers	 in	 a	




GHOSE	A.	K.	 1983.	Agrarian	 reform	 in	 contemporary	 developing	 countries.	 London,	 Palgrave	
MacMillan.	
GRAIN,	2016.	Against	 the	grain	 land,	The	global	 farmland	grab	 in	2016:	how	big,	how	bad?	







HUNSBERGER,	 C.;	 CORBERA,	 E.;	 BORRAS,	 S.;	 WOODS,	 K.;	 SPOOR	 M.	 2017.	 Climate	 change	
mitigation,	 land	 grabbing	 and	 conflict:	 towards	 a	 landscape-based	 and	 collaborative	 action	
research	 agenda.	 Canadian	 Journal	 of	 Development	 Studies	 /	 Revue	 canadienne	 d'études	 du	
développement,	38(3):305-324.	DOI:	10.1080/02255189.2016.1250617	
LA	VIA	CAMPESINA,	2008.	Small	 farmers	 feed	 the	world	 Industrial	agrofuels	 fuel	hunger	and	
poverty.	A	Media	release,	24	June,	Jakarta.	
LA	VIA	CAMPESINA,	2016.	System	Change	Grounded	in	Food	Sovereignty	at	the	2015	Climate	




LANG,	 C.	 2015.	 COP21.	 Paris,	 REDD	 and	 carbon	 markets,	 15	 December	 2015,	 available	 in	
http://www.redd-monitor.org/2015/12/15/cop21-paris-redd-and-carbon-markets/	





MENDONÇA,	 M.	 L.	 2011.Monocropping	 for	 agrofuels:	 The	 case	 of	 Brazil.	 Development,	
54(1):98-103.	
MILMAN,	O.;	HANSEN,	J.	2015.	Father	of	climate	change	awareness	calls	Paris	talks	'a	fraud'.	
The	 Guardian,	 12	 of	 December,	 available	 in:	
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/dec/12/james-hansen-climate-change-
paris-talks-fraud	
MONBIOT,	 G.	 2015.	 Grand	 promises	 of	 Paris	 climate	 deal	 undermined	 by	 squalid	





OXFAM,	 2008.	 Another	 inconvenient	 Truth:	 how	 Biofuel	 Policies	 are	 deepening	 Poverty	 and	
accelerating	climate	change.	Oxford,	Oxfam.	
OXFAM,	2011.	Land	and	power.	Oxford,	Oxfam.	
PARKER,	 C.;	MITCHELL,	A.;	 TRIVEDI	M.;	MARDAS	N.;	ANDSOSIS	K.	 	 2009.	The	Little	REDD+	
Book.	Oxford,	Global	Canopy	Programme.	
PESKETT,	 L.;	 HUBERMAN,	 D.;	 BOWEN-JONES,	 E.;	 EDWARDS,	 G.;	 BROWN,	 J.	 2008.	Making	
REDD	work	 for	 the	poor.	A	Poverty	Environment	Partnership	 (PEP)	Report.	London,	Overseas	
Development	Institute.	









in	 the	 Global	 South.	 In:	 N.	 Chhetri,	 Human	 and	 Social	 Dimensions	 of	 Climate	 Change.	 S/L,	
InTech.	
SUGARCANE,	 2011.	 Carbon	 Credits	 from	 Bioelectricity.	The	 Rush	 for	 Land	 and	 Its	 Potential	
Environmental	 Consequence,	 sugarcane.org,	 available	 in:		
http://sugarcane.org/sugarcanebenefits/greenhouse-gas-reductions/carbon-credits-from-
bioelectricity..	
VIOLI,	 F.	 2015.	 The	 Practice	 of	 Land	 Grabbing	 and	 Its	 Compatibility	 with	 the	 Exercise	 of	
Territorial	Sovereignty.	 In:	 J.	A.	Romanin,	F.	Bonfanti,	F.	Seatzu,	Natural	Resources	Grabbing:	
An	International	Law	Prospective.	Leiden,	Brill.	
WHITE,	 B.,	 BORRAS,	 S.,	 SCOONES,	 I.,	 WOLFORD,	 B.	 2012.	 The	 new	 enclosures:	 critical	
perspectives	on	corporate	land	deals.	The	Journal	of	Peasant	Studies,	39(3-4):619-647.	
WITTMAN,	H.;	POWELL,	L.	J;	CORBERA,	E.	2015.	Financing	the	Agrarian	Transition?	The	Clean	
Development	 Mechanism	 and	 Agricultural	 Change	 in	 Latin	 America.	 Environment	 and	
Planning,	47(10):2031–2046.	
WORK,	 C.,	 WOODS,	 K.	 2015.	 Intersections	 of	 Land	 Grabbing	 and	 Climate	 Change	 Mitigation	
Strategies:	Land	and	Resource	Conflicts,	In:	Land	grabbing,	conflict	and	agrarian-environmental	
transformations:	 perspectives	 from	 East	 and	 Southeast	 Asia,	 In	 the	 international	 academic	
conference,	Chiang	Mai	University	Conference	Paper	No.	83,	June	2015.	
WORLDWATCH	INSTITUTE.	2007.	Biofuels	for	Transport.	London,	Earthscan.	
	
Submetido:	09/07/2020	
Aceito:	08/01/2021	
